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Freddie L. Atkins appeals the district court’s affirmance of
the Social Security Comm ssioner’s decision to deny him
disability insurance benefits and suppl enental security incone
under the Social Security Act. Atkins contends that the
Comm ssi oner’s deci sion was not supported by “substanti al
evidence.” Atkins alleges that the Adm nistrative Law Judge
(ALJ) erred by determning that Atkins' inpairnments did not neet

or equal certain Inpairnent Listings. Atkins, however, has not

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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denonstrated that his inpairnents satisfy or nedically equal the
requisite criteria for Inpairnment Listings 3.10 and 4. 03.

Atkins also asserts that the ALJ erred by not adequately
considering Atkins' inpairnments in conbination when determ ning
disability status. The ALJ did consider Atkins’ inpairnments in
conbi nation but determ ned that they did not constitute a
di sabling conbination of inpairnents. Wthout nore, Atkins nere
allegation that the ALJ' s consideration was “i nadequate” is
wi thout nmerit.

Atkins further contends that the ALJ erred by determ ning
that Atkins’ testinony regarding his inpairnments was not

credible. The ALJ is entitled to determne credibility and wei gh

testinony. Geenspan v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 232, 237 (5th Cr.
1994). The ALJ’'s credibility determnation is entitled to great

deference. Newton v. Apfel, 209 F.3d 448, 459 (5th Cr. 2000).

The ALJ set forth several facts underlying the determ nation that
At kins was not credible, including citations to nedical record
evidence. In light of the discretion to which the ALJ is
entitled, this contention has no nerit.

Atkins also argues that the ALJ erred by determ ning that
Atkins retained the residual functional capacity (RFC) to perform
a full range of nmedi um work, except for any work invol ving
hazardous machi nery or unprotected heights. Mediumwork requires
lifting no nore than 50 pounds at a tinme, with frequent lifting

of objects weighing up to 25 pounds. 20 C F.R 8 404.1567(c).
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The ALJ determ ned that Atkins' allegations regarding his
i npai rments were not credible. The ALJ found that Atkins ability
to performbasic work activities was not significantly limted.
The ALJ set forth several facts underlying the determ nation that
At ki ns was capable of performng a full range of nedi um work, and
Atkins has failed to show that the ALJ's determ nation was not
supported by substantial evidence.

Atkins further contends that the ALJ erred by not requesting
t he assistance of a nedical expert. Because the regulations do
not mandate that the ALJ ask for and consi der opinions from
medi cal experts, this court will reverse the ALJ' s deci sion not
to utilize a nedical expert “if the claimant shows (1) that the
ALJ failed to fulfill his duty to adequately devel op the record,
and (2) that the claimnt was prejudiced thereby.” Brock v.
Chater, 84 F.3d 726, 728 (5th Cr. 1996). “To establish
prejudi ce, a claimnt nust show that he could and woul d have
adduced evidence that m ght have altered the result.” 1d.
(internal quotation marks and citation omtted).

Al t hough Atkins contends that a nedical expert was needed to
interpret nedical records and to explain the conbination effect
of Atkins' inpairnents, Atkins points to no evidence that, had
the ALJ allowed a nedical expert to testify, would have been
adduced at the hearing and that could have changed the result of

the proceeding. See id. at 728-29. Accordingly, Atkins fails to
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show that he was prejudiced by the ALJ’s failure to request a
medi cal expert.

Lastly, Atkins asserts that the ALJ erred by relying on the
Medi cal - Vocati onal Cuidelines instead of a vocational expert when
determ ning that Atkins could performa full range of nmedi um work
in the national econony. “Wen the clainmnt suffers only from
exertional inpairnents or his non-exertional inpairnments do not
significantly affect his residual functional capacity, the ALJ
may rely exclusively on the Guidelines in determ ning whet her
there is other work avail able that the clainmant can perform?”

Selders v. Sullivan, 914 F. 2d 614, 618 (5th Gr. 1990). As

di scussed above, the ALJ properly determ ned that Atkins’
all egations of significant inpairnment due to his nonexertional
i npai rments were not credible to the extent alleged and, as such,
did not significantly affect Atkins' ability to perform nmedi um
work. Thus, the ALJ was entitled to rely exclusively on the
medi cal vocational guidelines. Selders, 914 F.2d at 618.

As a result of the foregoing, the decision of the district
court affirmng the Conm ssioner’s denial of benefits is

AFFI RVED.



